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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed May 27, 2008 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Shaffer in view of White and Gordon. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-2, 5-9, 15-17 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shaffer et al. (US 2005/0058061) in view of White et al. (US 6,731,678) and 
Gordon (US 4,993,014). 

1. Regarding claims 1-2, 5-9, 15-17 and 20-21, Shaffer discloses a redundant telephony call 
processing system comprising active and standby telephony call processing hosts (figs. 1 and 5, 
items 108; para. 5) and a LAN (item 101) for carrying messages for the processing hosts. 
Further regarding claim 15, N=l and a third backup processing host is provided (para. 22, last 
four lines). 

2. However, Shaffer does not specifically disclose that the processing hosts are 
geographically distributed on the LAN. White discloses a LAN geographically distributed 
among several buildings (col. 12, lines 43-45) and Gordon discloses providing geographically 
distributed network control nodes (col. 10, lines 49-52). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to have geographically distributed 
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processing hosts in the invention of Shaffer in order to prevent a point failure from affecting both 
hosts (Gordon, col. 10, lines 49-52). 

Claims 3-4 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shaffer et al. (US 2005/0058061) in view of White et al. (US 6,731,678) and Gordon (US 
4,993,014) as applied to claim 1 or 15 above, and in further view of Glitho et al. (US 
2002/0160810). 

3. Regarding claim 3-4 and 18-19, Shaffer in view of White and Gordon does not disclose 
SIP proxy servers or media gateway controllers. However, Glitho recognizes that control 
devices such as SIP proxy servers, media gateway controllers and H.323 gatekeepers are 
interchangeable (para. 20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have a SIP server or a media gateway controller in the invention 
of Shaffer in view of White and Gordon in order to provide a controller compatible with a 
particular signaling or control protocol as is known in the art (Glitho, para. 20). 

Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shaffer et 
al. (US 2005/0058061) in view of White et al. (US 6,731,678) and Gordon (US 4,993,014) as 
applied to claim 9 above, and in further view of Westfall et al. (US 6,976,087). 

4. Regarding claims 10-14, Shaffer in view of White and Gordon does not disclose 
separated LAN segments. Westfall discloses separated LAN segments joined by routers. The 
segments have different IP subnets. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have separate LAN segments in the invention of 
Shaffer in view of White and Gordon in order to interconnect private LAN segments (Westfall, 
col. 5, lines 5-6). 
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Claims 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shaffer et 
al. (US 2005/0058061) in view of White et al. (US 6,731,678), Gordon (US 4,993,014), Westfall 
et al. (US 6,979,087) and Chien et al. (US 2002/0165972). 

5. Regarding claims 22-23, Shaffer in view of White and Gordon and Westfall disclose a 
method for routing packets among between geographically separate processing hosts as noted in 
the rejection of claims 10-14 above. However, Shaffer in view of White, Gordon and Westfall 
does not disclose using masking to route packets. Chien discloses using subnet masks to route 
data packets (para. 60). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use masking in the invention of Shaffer in view of White, 
Gordon and Westfall in order to properly route data within the network (Chien, para. 60). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Harper whose telephone number is 571-272-3166. The 
examiner can normally be reached weekdays from 1 1 :00 AM to 7:00 PM ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bill Trost, can be reached at 571-272-7872. The centralized fax number for the 
Patent Office is 571-273-8300. For non-official communications, the examiner's personal fax 
number is 571-273-3166 and the examiner's e-mail address is kevin.harper@uspto.gov. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications associated with a customer number is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see portal.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 
571-272-1000. 

/Kevin C. Harper/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2616 

September 10, 2008 



